REM ARKS 

The Office .Actum dated July 2003 has been received and 
reviewed bv the applicant. Claims 1-12 are in the application. Claims 1-12 stand 
rejected. Claim II is canceled. Reconsideration is respectfuilv requested. 

(Maims 1-10. 12 stand rejected under 35 I .S.C. l<)3(a)as being 
unpatentable over Gowda et al. (6.344.S 7 " ) in \ lew of Merrill (5.014.~M4). I he 
entiretv of the rejection is not repeated herein tor brevity. However, the most 
pertinent portion to this rejection states tor claims 1 and 12 that "Merrill discloses 
a capacitor CI ( fig. 3) connected in parallel with the charge voltage conversion 
d2." 

In response, it is pointed out that Merrill does not. in tact, disclose 
this, hirst, it is pointed out that, in column 3. lines 42-44. it states that 'TIG. 3 
circuit shows capacitor C 1 and diode d2 to emu/ate the parsitic bit line 
capacitance." (emphasis added) This clearly discloses that this is not an actual 
circuit or hardware devices but only a schematic representation the impedance of 
the "BIT I. INF." It is respectfully suggested that this does not teach or suggest "a 
capacitor connected in parallel with the charge to voltage conversion region 
wherein the capacitor is designed to have a low voltage coefficient " as in the 
claimed invention. 

Secondl v . assuming arguendo that d2 and ( ' 1 of Merrill w as a 
phvsical dev ice, it is /u;/ connected to the charge to voltage conversion region. 
The charge to v oltage conv ersion region of Menll is the upper node of the 
photoeurrent PD and diode dl (v iew ing Fig. 3 of Merrill in landscape view), not 
the node to which d2 and CI are connected. Therefore. Merrill does not teach or 
suggest "a capacitor connected in parallel with the charge to voltage conversion 
region wherein the capacitor is designed to have a low voltage coefficient." 

It is noted that the claimed invention includes the advantage of a 
better linear response and larger charge capacity 

Therefore, claims 1 and 1 2 substantially include the above 
limitations and both are patentable for the abov e reasons. 

Claim 1 1 stands rejected under 35 I .S.C. 1 o3( a ) as being 
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Should the 1 xammer consider that additional amendments are 
necessary to place the application in condition tor allowance, the ta\or is 
requested ot a telephone call to the undersigned counsel lor the purpose of 
discussing such amendments. 

For the reasons set forth aho\ e. it is helie\ cd that the application is 
in condition tor allow ance. Accordingly, reconsideration and ta\oruble action arc 
r e sp ec 1 1 u 1 1 \ s o 1 i c i t e d . 

Respect full) submitted. 
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